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ABSTRACT 

A contrect deliverable on the MIE comunicetion 
Skills Proj«ct« this repoirt consists of thre^ separlfte docuMnts 
describing the instructionel ivplicetions of the enelytie end 
eapirical fork carried out for the "ClessrooM Instruction in Reeding 
Cosqprehension* pert of the project: (1) Guidalints for Phrasal 
Semontetion; (2) Persiag Tesks in Reeding CMprehension Reseerch; 
t3f'1leadin9^o»prehensiont JtelinilioQJl ind__l9^^ Methods. All 

three pepers ere designed to give precticel guidelines to teechers or 
treising personnel ift the use of innovative instructionel nethods 
helpful for poor reeders. The first peper presents guidelines for 
producing se^Mnted text for students with laoderete skills in single 
word recognition but probleas in reading connected text. The 
guidelines, which give technicel end syntectic criterie for loceting 
-appropr^Ate j^resel units, ere illustreted by e text sasqple used in 
en expefiMentel study. The second paper deels with parsing tesks, 
irtiich represent e second stege of treining in phrase end cleuse 
bottttdery reading end ore designed to show students how to use 
intuitive notions of sound end Meaning to parse sentences end locete 
groups of words the t "go together." The third pupor describes «om 
clessrooa techniques end SMthods that will help students deveJop__^_ 
tftf*r*nttai rftMpra hAMlAiu ^kiUscOft^^mxfaer ~lvwlv~oT^xf St rucVure . 
(ROD) 



Reproductions supplied by EORS ere the best thet cen be aiede 

fr<Hi the originel documnt. 
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TO: Or* Sruct Cronntll 

SUBJECT; INSTRUCTIONAL IKPLICATIONS OF INQUIRY IH READING COMPREHENSION 
COPIES TO: ~/ - 



Attichtd art thr«« documents giving Instructional Implications of 
the enalytic end empirical work carried out for Classroom Instruc* 
tl on In Wtad t ng Coinprehens to n > These materials ar e designed to 
> gTve pracfTcaT~9UPMi ines to1eacfiers~^r traInlag~personn<J rnTBe^ 
— ^ ^ ir ftf I nf mv ttlve Init^uct f**"*^ i In our ex perlence» 

appear to be helpful for poor readers* , Thfse'Bocuments CiSttictlverhr' 
constitute Deliverable No* 13 (Summpry reports; Instructional 
Implications) for the **Classroom Instruction In Reading Con^>rehen$lon 
part of the NIE ioftinunlcatton II-S project* 

The first two paper* describe some classroom techniques suggested 
by our empirical studies of reading con^rehension* In % series of 
experimental studies* staff Investigated children's perception of 
Instresentence units (phrases and cleuses) In reading* The studies 
showed that some poor readers have difficulty recognizing end using 
these major syntactic units In printed text* This Is reflected most 
cteerly In the students* orel reeding* which may show miscues In 
Intonation* stress* and pauses* Inappropriate strategies for 
^'grouping words together In meaningful units" (persing) elso have 
adverse effects on reading comprehension* 

A promising Instructlonel eld for such readers Is segmented text* 
Segmented (or parsed) text presents each meaningful phrase on e 
separate line* «(An #lternattve mettMKl Is to separate phrases wlth_^ 
. „*Ushe»^-4he 44fie* or-sf«shw* gf^ boundaries 
of functionally significant units In reading* These phrasal ty cued 
texts help to Introduce the notion of grouping words together* and 
give children practice In recognUIng meaningful phrase and clause 
units* This practice constitutes a first step In leerning stretegles 
that are conducive to jH>od orel reading and comprehension* 

Culdetlnes for producing segmented text ere presented In the first 
paper* The guidelines* whi'sh give technical and syntactic criteria 
for locating approprtete phrasal units* are Illustrated by a text 
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san^te Uker> from the study's experimental matertats* Usfng these 
procedures* teachers can prepare segmented text materials for use 
In the classroom with students who possess moderate skills for single 
word recognition but who still have difficulty In reading connected 
text. 

The second paper deals with parsing tasks* These activities represent 
a second «tage of training In phrase and clause boundary reading* 
This Second stage helps children to recognize meaningful groups of 
words more Independently* In parsing actWlttes* students learn to 

locate the.t>oundaries of phrasal units themselves* without^ the^iLj>f 

line boundary cues* Instead of using syntactic criteria* which the 
children may find confusing* these activities show students how to use 
intuitive notions of sound and meaning to parse sentences and locate 
groups of words that **go together*** After this practice* children are 
well on their way toward using efficient comprehension strategies In 
their everyday reading experiences. 

One special comment about these activities should be emphasized* When 
using segmented texts or parsing activities* the teacher should use 
extensive oral modelling to convey the mefodic and temporal cues 
(prosodic features) that are associated with phrase and clause boundaries 
In speech* Through simultaneous listening and reading* children can more 
easily relate the new reading materials and skills to the rich oral 
language knowledge they already possess* 

The third paper In tt^fs series* entitled "Reading Comprehension: 
Oef inl tion^ and Instructional Methods*** describes some classroom 
techniques that are derWed from analytic phases of the project* The 
activities described Ir> this final paper represent an extension of 
instruction beyond the skills that were the focus of the preceding 
papers* The focus here is on methods that will help students with 
advanced comprehension skills on the discourse level of text organize* 
tion. These skills entail comprehension of Inferential text information 
that Is given by more than one sentence or even by the text as a whole* 
Such information Is logically implied by relationships between literal 
statements but Is not directly stated Ir> the text, Kany teachers 
believe that these aspects of comprehension (sometimes catted *Mnter- 
pretive skills*')* represent the most Important (and difficult) 
Instructional goat for chitdren In the middle and upper elenientary 
gravies* 
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These three papers* then» address a wide r^inge of comprehension 
skills* beginning with a focuS on literal com^rehensian at the 
phrase and sentence levels and extending to Inferential compre* 
hension skills on higher levels of text structura. Thus» one or 
another of these tachniques can be used with studants at different 
steges In the acquisition of reading skills. In spite of the 
diversity of approaches and Instructional goals, these techniques 
share a common* unifying feature^*a1l of tham are designed to foster 
young readers' active* purposeful Involvement In the creative tasfc 
of "constructing** meaning from printed text. 

vn 

Attachments 



&U)0£l)NE5 FOR PHRASAL SEGMENTATION 



David SnoH 



^or studies of the effects of phrasal sa^nentatlon on text comprehcn* 
slon and oral reading (Coots ( Snoitf, 1962: Sikm* Coots* ( Smith* 1962), 
materials were prepared with reading passages that had been divided fnto 
phrasal units* This paper summarizes the guidelines used for segmenting 
text Into phrasal units and exemplifies the use of these guidelines In a 
phrasally segmented text* 

The following guidelines were used to divide text Into phrasal units* 
The guidelines are based on linguistic analysis* on psychol Ingulstic 
studies cf sentence perception In listening and reading (Snow ( Coots* 
1981)* and on Intjitlon* 

The first set of guidelines (a through e below) givas characteristics 
that apply to all phrasal segments* 

a* Segmented units are generally 3*7 words In length* 

Segmented units Include integral syntactic units* 

c. The words In segmented units are linked together by grammatUal 
relationships* 

d* Breaks are avoided '£hat might Introduce ambiguity* On the other 
hand* breaks that might clarify ambiguity are acceptable* 

e. Some sentences may comprise whole segments* 

The second series (I through II below) gives syntactic criteria for 
the phrasal segmentation of text* The Appendix is an example of segmented 
text* that Illustrates the use of th^se guidelines* Next to each phrasal 
segment is one or more numbers Identifying the applicable syntactic 
gutdeline(s}. 

I* Hain and subordinate clauses are usually separated. 

2. Coordinate sentences are generally separated. 

3* Coordinate verb phrases are generally separated* 

k. Prepositional phrases (including Infinitive phrases) are usually 
segmented* The notable exception occurs when the preposition 
constitutes part of an idiomatic eKpresslon* normally with a 
preceding verb. 



5* Adverbial phrases ere usually segmented* Exceptions tend to 
be cases fn which the phrase Is Judged to be trWial or awkward 
when In Isolation* 

6. Preposed elements are generally segmented (e*g*> This 
morning/ • . .1* 

7* The subject and the verb are ufually separated If one of the 
following conditions Is met; 

a* the subject noun phrase contains modifiers (e*g.» noun 
adjective); 

b. the subji^ct noun phrase Is complex (e*g*> relative clauses); 

c* the subject noun phrase serves In some other My as a 
stage*settlng event* * 

8* The verb and the complecnent are usually separated when the 

subject and verb reiMln conjoined and when one of the followlhg 
conditions prevails: 

a* the complement Is complex (e.g. » People thought/ this Infor- 
mation • • •)# or contains modifying phrases. 

b. the complement Is separated from the verb by an intervening* 
segnented phrase (e.g.. The cause was,/ In the final 
analysis,/ unknown). 

9. lists of Items within a single category are not usually divided 
(e.g., Borneo, Burma, Thailand, . . .). However, an elaborated 
Item (usually at the end of the series) Is separated (e.g., 
. . ./ that showed joy, love, anger,/ and other feelings). 

10. Complex coordinate noun phrases are generally separated. 

11. Head noun phrases are usually segmented with their sentential 
complements. Exceptions occur when 

a. the noun phrase Is In postverbat position and the entire 
segment muld exceed to constraints on word length. 

b. the complement Is a nonrestrlctlve relative clause. 
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PHRASAllY SEGMENTED TEXT 
THE HUFFIN KUNCHER 

Many, many years ago 6 
In the far corner 4, s 
Pf ,« very poor countr y _s.^ 



stood the poorest of poor castles. 

The villagers of the castle 7a 
did not have riches and valuables. 
They were also poor In spirit. 
They had done nothing 4, Ha 

to be proud of. 

The only way they had stayed alive at all l, 7b 
was by baking and selling 8a 
the best muffins In the land. 

Every morning 5, 6 

the king, lib 

who was also the head baker, 7b 

would bake a fresh batch. 

Whb*n he had finished, l, s, 6 

the people would load their carts 3 

and set off 4 

for the other villages 4 - 
In the kingdom. " 

There was never any tr-ouble Ha 

selling the muffins. 

They were the finest ever baked. 

But because the people were so poor, l» s, 6 

they had to use all the tncney they hcd earned 

to buy wood for the fire lo 

and flour to make more mufl'lns. 
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So, S, 6 

day in and day out s, 6 

the head baker, nt 

^0 was also the king. 7b 

would build up the giant fires In the ovens 

and bake muffins. 



He would slowly mix all the Ingredients 4 
In a big cracked bowl. 
Then he would pour the mix Into the tins 3 
and put them In the ovens to bake. 

The people were just barely getting a^ong. 

As If things were not bad enough. 1, s, 6 

thsre appeared at the castle one day 6, 73 

a great dragon. 

Now this was not 83 

your everyday 9 

run-of-the-min dragon. 

He was rather large. 

He was e little' heavy. 

He was a muffln-munchlng dragon. 

With cruirtbs still on his face 4 
from the last muffins he'd eaten 1. 4, 6 
he came down the hill s 
right up to thi bridge. 

Taking one look. s. 6 

the people ran over the bridge 4, 10 

and Into thb castle. 



The dragon took « great long smell. 
He said. "I smell muffins!** 
This castle, l 
he decided, l 

smelled like a nUe place to sta^. 
So he noved in 4 
right under the bridge. 

He was very tired from his long journey. 
He took his pllloic 10 

and the picture of his pony from his bag, 3 

curled up, 3 

and fell fast asleep. 

The next morning s, 6 

the people looked out their castle windows 3 
and thought that the dragon was gone. 
Breathing a sigh, 5, 6 
they began preparing for another day. 

After loading their wagons 4 
with fresh wan*; muffins J, 5, 6 
they set off across the bridge 4 
over the soundly sleeping dragon. 
With all the noise from the wage 4, 6 
he woke up right away. 

He peeked up over the edge of the bridge 4 
to see what was going on. 
-So, that's It. 

The oeople from the castle make muffins! 

Those muffins look so good ^ 

and I am very hungry. 

How can I get the people 4 

to bring ire fresh muffins?" 
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He thought end thought s 
and finally came up with « plan. 
He jumped up on the bridge 4 
tight In front of the people* 3 
tried to look very loean* 3 
and roared. 

"Stop, 2 

or I shall bum up your bridge!" 
Then he blew a little flame. 3 
and puffed three smoke rings. 

"From now on/ ^e rumbled, 4, 6 
"you shall each give me sa 
ten of your best muffins s 
as your price to^ross my bridge."- 

"But this is our bridge!" they crled. 

"well If I bum It up 1, s» 6 

It won't be anybody's bridge." said the dragon. 

The people thought 3 

and talked awhile 3 

and finally agreed 4, $a 

to give the dragon what he wanted. 

They barely had enough money to buy wood, s 

let alone enough wood 4, lU 

to build a ftew bridge. 

From then on 4,6 

every wagon that crossed the bridge 1, 7b 
left ten muffins. 
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Ulth crumbs all eround Mm 4, 6 

the dragon would sit there s 

stuffing those scrumptious muffins «way. 

This might have gone on to this day 4 

except for one little thing. 

The dragon was eating so many muffins i 

that the people did net have enough to sell. 

Because of thatt 5, 6 

they didn't have enough money 4, Ha 

to buy wood for the ovens lo 

or even flour to bake more muffins. 

They would return every day 4 
with fewer and fewer goods. 
One day s, 6 

they all ca..<: home wUh nothing. 

The next morning s, 6 

the head baker, ub 

who was also the king. 7b 

could not fire up the gr^at ovens s 

because there was no wood. 

He could not use Ms bio cracked bOi#1 l, s 

because he had no flour or goods 4, lu 

to put In It. 

With a heavy heart 4, 6 
and a tear In his eye lO, 6 
the baker sat sadly 4 
on a pile of empty flour sacks 3 
and cried. 

"Me have no more goods to make mjfflns. 
He have no more wood to Hght the fires. 
We cannot bake any more muffins. 
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Our bridge will be burned down. 
Uhat are we ever to do?" 



That same day 



5» 6 



the dragon woke up» 3 
brushed his teeth* 3 
combed his ha1r» 3 

and prepared for another day of muffin munching. 

Ke waited 3 
and waited 3 
ftnd waited. 
Ko wagons came. 

His stonach began to rumble and roar. 

He tried eating a few of the crunks i, iia 

that had dropped on the ground s 

the day before. 

They were stale. 

"No muffins!" he roared. 

Finally 5, 6 

he decided to enter the cast> 3 
and find out what had happened 4 
to all his muffins. 

The dragon walked through the castle 1, s 

until he reached the bakery. 

Then he peeked Inside. 

••Where are ny muffins?" he roared. 

**rve been waiting 3 

and waiting 3 

ftnd waiting! 

Where are they?" 
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The head baker* lib 

who was'also the king, i, 7b 

walked up to ih« dragon i, s 

as bravely as he couid. 

"Kr* Dragon/ he said, i 

"we are poor people. 

We live In a poor castle i, lib 

which has very little. 

Before you caine* i, s, 6 

the muffins we sold i, 7b 

barely paid for our firewood 10 

and the goods we need 4, iia 

to mix muffins. 

Now that we have to give yo*j so many muffins* 
we can't buy enough wood. 
Our ovens have no heat." 

That poor dragon 7a 

was so very confused. 

He wanted some muffins i, s 

because he was so hungry. 

But at the same time s, 6 

he felt sorry for the baker 10 

and the other people i, iia 

who lived In the castle. 

He thought 5 
and thought. 
Finally. s, 6 

a great big smile crossed his face. 
"I have It!" he shouted. 
He asked the head baker, i, lib 
who was also the king, i 
to call all the people 4 
to • castle meeting i, s 
so that he could tell them 4 
of his *«ndtrful plan* 
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n 

The people 7c 

happily began to cheer and shout i, S 
as he finished telling his plan. 
Surely S. 6 

the dragon had solved the castle's problems 
and his ovm. 

Then and for always 5, 6 

the dragon heated the ovens of the bakery 

with his nighty flame. 

Mith the extra money they saved 4, 6 

by not having to buy wood i. 4. 6 

tht people were able 4 

to leave a stack of inufflns 4 

In reach of the muff1n*munch1ng dragon S 

every single day. 



15 




SOUTHWEST REGIONAL LABORATORY 
TECHNICAL NOTE 



DATE: August 31, 1982 
NO: TN 2-82/26 



PARSING TASKS IN READING COHPftEHENS ION RESEARCH 
David Snow 

ADSTRACT 

This paper reviews some techniques that have been used for eliciting 
children's judgments about functional parsing units in sentences. The 
review suggests that children understand the parsing task best when the 
instructions direct their attention to both the sound and meaning of 
intrasentence units. In pause acceptability judgments, for example^ 
the children mark boundaries in the text where it is permissible to 
pause and the text still makes sense. Activities using pause acceptability 
judgments can be used to assess (and facilitate) children's acquisition 
of sentence perception skills in reading. 
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PARSING TASKS \U READING COhPREHENS ION RESEARCH 
David Snow 

The psychological process of segmenting sentences into ntean?ngful 
units or ^'chunks** is believed to be an Important aspect of text compre- 
hension processes (Clark & Clark, 1977; Rode» 197^-1975). Parsing 
skills have been studied by reading researchers in an effort to determine 
the ways in which individual segment written sentences into processing 
units having psychological significance. This paper summarizes the 
procedures and findrngs of several studies focusing on text parsing 
skills, and discusses the implications of this research for instruction- 
al issues such as the us^e of parsed text in interventional training for 
poor readers. 

The procedures discussed in this reviei^ all use elicited judgnents 
from participants^ rather than an analytic scheme^ to determine nea/iingful 
word groupings in prose, tn general, participants are asked to divide 
sentences into groups of words by placing slashes in the text. The 
approaches differ from one another in three areas: I) the specific in- 
structions given to participants as to how to identify groups of words having 
syntactic or prosodic integrity, 2) the format In which the text is pre- 
sented, for example, whether or not it contains line br^ak^ or punctuation, 
and 3) the amount of practice and/or model In^j that is useJ to explain 
the task. 
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Survey of procedures 

The most characteristic type of parsing task elicits perceptions 
of text structure Indirectly by asking individuals to make Judgments 
about pause placement in sentences. This technique was first used by 
Johnson {I970)t who sought an objective method of specifyinq the lin- 
guistic subuntts of prose. Johnson defined such units as places where 
speakers could pause. Boundaries where it was acceptable to pause were 
hypothesized to be an Important - tocus of encoding and decoding processes, 
Jn order to locate these boundarJes* adult judges were a^ked to divide 
a narrative passage Into units bounded at Junctures where one could 
pause in order to catch a breath* to gi^^ emphasis to the story* or to 
enhance meaning. Thci^e units were called **pause acceptabiltty units" 
or *Mingjistic unit^,** The validity of each unit was established when 
at least half of the judges marked it as^acceptable for pausing. 

Using a techniqu*; similar to Johnson's. Hason and Ken::iM (1?73} 
studied children's ability to identify meaningful units in passages. 
Both adults and children (ages 9 to M) were asked to Identify pause 
locations In passages by marking their boundaries with slash marks. 
These " intrasentence pausat junctures" were described to participants as 
locations 'where they would pause if they read the passage aloud." No 
other instfuctionSt examples* or explanations of th« task v/ere apparently 
given. The passage format is unknown/ except that it apparently con- 
tanked standard punctual lOn. 



Er|c 18 



Comparisons between the children's and adults* parching of the texts 
showed little agreement. Nine year-olds tended to rtdke idiosyncratic 
judgments, suggesting that the task had not been well understood. Older 
children were very cautious in marking pause junctures; many of them 
restricted their judgments to locations already marked by commas in the 
text. In general, the results were interpreted as showing that even 
upper elementary school children are not able to identify intrasent ence 
un its in passages. 

In a second study^ Mason and Kendall investigated the effect of 
text manipulations on children's reading comprehension. Fourth graders 
read paragra;*hs in Standard, Parsed^ and Short Sentence formats. The 
Parsed version presented each meaningful unit on a separate indented 
line, wit*^ parsing apparently determined by the experimenters. The Short 
Sentence version did not control for line breaks^ but presented the text 
in simple sentences.. An example of the three formats is shown betow. 

Standard 

Dick will be in Grade Five and though he enjoys math he 
I ikes art class best. 

Parsed 

Dick will be in Grade Five 

and though he enjoys math 
he likes art class best. 

Short Sentence 

Dick will be in Grade Five. He enjoys math. He enjoys 
art. He Hkes art class best. 

The examples shown above give the only indication of what the actual 

text forrr^ats looked like. No punctuation other than periods was apport'^t^ 

u?,cd. 
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HuUipIe-^^hoJce comprehension testing showed that both experimental 
formats led to better comprehension and sto^^rer reaJing times than the 
Standard text format^ but only for )ow*abt1ity readers. It is interest- 
ing to note that these effects were strongest for the Short Sentence 
version. Thus, it appears that Parsed text may provide a good bridge 
for some readers between simple'^sentence passages (which are easiest 
to understand) and the more structurally complex language that predom- 
inates in the reading materials of upper elementary school children* 
An additional conclusion or the study is worthy of n'^te. The authors 
point out that middle- or high-abiUty students did not benefit from 
text oroan i ?at lons that segmented the text into meaningful t^'Ord OrOups 
This inplies that such readers are already proficient at the task cf 
identifying intrasentence junctures as required for comprehension, ^ven 
though children of the sane age did not perform well in the earlier 
parsing task. Therefore* the children's inability to identify pausal 
boundaries in the context of this parsing task does not indicate a.i in- 
ability to tacitly identify and use intrasentence junctures as a part of 
the comprehension process itself. The results show that the te^sk may 
simply fail to reveaT the children's understanding of constituent structure 
!n sentences* 

Kidman, Winoorad. and Humphrey (1979) elicited judgments about 
intrasentence units by appealing more directly to children's intuitions 
of sentence structure. They used a parsing task in the context of testing 
the hypothesis that children's text parsing skills wnuld be facilitated 
by the availability of prosodic information that is missing froit written 
materia). 
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The stimuli consisted of shorty descriptive passages about fictional 
creatures^ Each sentence was presented on a separate page. Line breaks 
were apparently determined by tmpostng a maximum line length* Except 
for periods* no punctuation seems to have been used. Participants were 
fourth grade children* evenly divided between above* and below-average 
readers. Jucigrients by adults on the same task provided e normative 
parsing of the text which was used to as?;ess the children's accuracy on 
the task. 

The children were asked to divide the sentences into "meaningful 
groups of 4frfords" by ma* Vng slashes at word group boundaries. They were 
shown several examples of how sentences might be divided. The children 
were asked to read each sentence twice. On the first reading, they v^tre 
to think about words that formed meaningful groups; on the second, they 
marked slashes at the boundaries of word grojps. ' 

The scoring focused on ^our types of structure which were candi- 
dates for designation as meaningful word groups: 

I. Clause Subordination marked by conjunctions "ke because, when , 

2* Claus*" conjunction* that is, clauses conjoined by and or but , 

including coordinate predicate constructions. 
3 ^ Sentence- initial noun* phrases conta i ni ng adject * ves , con June t ions 

Or prepositional phrases* 

Wtthin*phrase conjunction. Such as conjoined noun phrases and 
adjectives. 

The last two categories refer to structures at the phrase or inthln- 
phrase level. Length of these units {number of words) was found to 
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an important factor rhat determined whether t^hey were marked as separate 
word groups. Thus» clause structures were more consistently marked by 
both children and adults than phrasal or wt th i n-phrase structures. 

Candidate structures that were marked by half or more of ihtt aduU 
Judges we^e considered to be word groups requiring breaks. The children's 
performance was compared to this consensual parsing of selected btruc* 
tures in the passages. Some example sentences are given below» shotting 
the adults' Jud9ments of meanin9ful word groups. A superscript above 

each boundary Indexes the type of structure (1 to k) as listed ,^bove. 

Line breaks are shovvn as they occurred in the text. 

2 

Glods are very large/snd they are easy to b€e. 

1 k 
Because they have such long wings/they can fly very fast/and for a 
long time. 

2 

Glods sleep during the day/and eat ac night. 

3 1 

The people on Orese/get scared/when they knoi^ glods are coding. 

2 k 
Glods are afraid of water/and they stay ai^ay from rivers/and laige 
lakes. 

Children perTormed the task in two conditions. In the '^No Prosody^' con- 
dition, there was only a written presentation of the text; in the 
Prosody condition, the children received a simultaneous written and 
spoken presentation of the sentences. The analysts focused on the fre- 
quency with which participants marked breaks at points requjired by rhe 
adutt^normed version. As predicted^ results showed that the parslno 
skills of below-average readers were significantly better in the Prosody 
condition. The authors concluded that the lack of prosodic information 
contributes to the difficulty some children have with parsing wrUten 
text and hence with reading comprehenStoiv 
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Cioff] (1980} used d parsing task as a means of addressing two 
major questions^ 0 Do good and poor comprehenders differ in their 
ability to perceive and articulate sentence structure? 2) Is the com* 
prehension of poor readers facilitated by articulating the structure 
of sientences as Identified by their peers? 

Children in the study were third and ^ourth graders representing 
Good Comprehenders and "Skilled Decoders" (Gibson ^ Levin, )97S), the 
latter g^oup corresponding roughly to readers identified by Cromer 
(1970) as Difference readers. Children participated with the experimenter 
in t*^e study, if" Small heterogeneous groups of froTi 6 to 15- 

Each participant received either a narrative passage (about a scitr*ce 
fiction incident) or an expository text (about volcanoes). The passage 
was typeo in standard format, with double-spacing* Participants also 
received the same passage in a format in which each sentence was typed 
lengthwise on a separate line, with triple spacing between lines. 
Except for sentence^f tnal periods, no punctuation was used in any of the 
experimental materials. Participants were first asked to read the story 

in the standard format (typed on one pagt'f to find out v;hat It was 
about. Next, participants were told they would be dividing sentences but 
v/ould first practice the task. Practice materials were four sentences 
frjrr, "Jack and the Beanstalk,*' 

A crucial aspect of Cfoffi's procedures is the careful practice 
tnat was provided for the children to help ther> understand the tasi^,^ 
Cioffi had found that simply asking students to mark places wSrre It 
makes sense to pause sometimes confuses t.iem. His explanation of the 
task and practice session are described below. 
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The experimenter told the subjects that he was go^ng to reao 
the first sentence from **Jdck and the Beanstalk/' and he wanted 
them to tell him what he wa<^ doing wrong. The sentence was then 
read in a grossly exaggerated word*by-word fashion. 

Typically* students responded by suggesting that the sentence was 
being read too slowly or spaces were being left between all of the 
words. 

The experimenter probed* "Are there places where it Is okay to 
pause* say to t^ke a breath?** 

The students agreed there were. 
**Where are they?" 

Students invari^ibly suggested periods or convnas signalled 
places where one might pause. 

"And If there are no periods or commas* are some places better, 
than others?" 

Students admitted that there were places without punctuation 
where It was permissible to pause. 

At this point their attention was directed to the first 
sentence, and they were asked to mark one place where they could 
pause and sitli have the sentence make sense. While they were 
(feciding* the experimenter circulated among the students* encourag- 
ing them* apologizing that the task was sometimes hard, and praising 
any response. {Cioffi, 1980, pp* I07*I08) 

The experimenter continued in this manner until the children were able to 

practice the task of finding two and finally three pause locations within 

a sentence. After this practice session* subjects were then asked to 

find three pause locations within each sentence of the experimental 

passage they had read* 

Pause acceptability locations that were chosen by at least 10 of 
18 subjects in each group were selected as group judgments for sentence 
constituents* The analysis focused on differences between droups in pause 
acceptability judg^nts, and on the relationship betx^en individual 
perforT^ance on the parsing task and other measures of reading skills 
such as auditory vocabulary and comprehension* 

A sentence parsing index was computed for each child by tallying 
the /lumber of pause acceptability Judgments that agreed with c^rou*: 
fiorns. Correlations between this parsing index and cthrr rcadinc M U 
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Such as comprehension ability were weak and nonsignif icdnt* except for 
Skilled Decoders on the expository text. This finding indicates that 
the relationship between parsing abilities and other subskiDs of reading 
needs to be further explored. 

Comparisons between the judgments of Gc:>d Comprehenders and Skilled 
Decoders showed quantitative but not qualitative differences in sensitiv- 
ity to syntactic structure* Although the Good Comprehenders identified 
more constituent boundaries to criterion than did the SkiHed Decoders* 
the two groups did not differ ir the types of structure that were marked 
as acceptable for pausing. In general* both groups placed pausa) bounda* 
rles at acceptable grammatical locations. The most frequent locations 
marked for pauses were wi thin-c lause junctures between noun phrases and 
verb phrases* as well as the boundaries of prepositional phrases. So'^^c 
examples are shown bdow reflect ini, the group judgments of good corpre* 
henders . 

Simple sentences with prepositional phrases 

(1) The E?rth - looked blue and green - and fragile - through the 
vjindov/. 

(2) In some volcanoes - big pieces of rock - are thrown fron the 
crater * in giant explosions. 

Coordinate constructions 

(3) The cabin - I i9hts flickered * and dimmed. 

(^) Volcanoes are very different - and no two * Wave the same histor>. 
Conplex sentences 

(5) The ship - was beginning * to tumble. 

(6) There must * be a leak she thought. 

(7) She was one of the first * of tht star children - as they wtrc 
cal led. 
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(8) The Hawait«n Islands were fomted by lava * slowly flowing 
from the craters • of volcanoes on th^ ocean floor, 

(9) At the top of the cone * where the lava l«i!aves * the volcano - 
a Crater forms, 

(10) Active volcanoes * are the ones tike Kount Saint Helens * that 
are erupt !ng now. 

The examples show that the children's marking of pausf acceptability 
locations corresponds generally to constituent boi/ndaries. However, as 
Cioffi points out, the parsing is sometimes agrammatlcal or reflects 
lower-level boundaries rather than larger constituent structures 
of the sentence. Examples Include the split between cabin and | ig^Jts 
(sc'tc^cc 3) or the split between lava leaves a'^d the volce'^o (9^ - 
Sor^ of these instances of local constituent breaks may reflect the fact 
that c^e forced-Choice task can encourage children to analyze sentences 
in r^ore detail than is required for facilitating comprehension. This 
and related issues are further discussed in the following section* 

This review has mentioned four studies that use a sentence parsing 
task, So^^e major characteristics of the methodology In each case are 
listed in Table K 

DISCUSSION 

* 

fn the parsing tasks described in Table I, individuals are asked to 
locate boundaries between groups of words on the bass of one of the 
following cues: I) words that form meaningful groups, 2} locations 
where one would patise when reading out loud^ 3) locations where it 
would be acceptable to pause, A major conclusion concerning these tasks 
generally is that any of these instructions aie likely to be confus*nc 
to children,. In order to be successful^ the task procedures must include 
sufficient practice and training. 
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TABLE SUHHARY OF STUDIES USING PARSING TASKS 



Tasfc Descriptors 
Par t?c ipanu 

Cue .for defining 
Unl ts 

Name of units 

Norms by 

rtndlnqs for 
parsing ski 1 1s 



Johnson (1970) 
adults 

pause acceptable 

pausat Units 
adul ts 
N/A 



Hason ^ Kendall (1978) 
children (9-11 years) 
pause locations 

intrasentence units 
adults 

not successful 



Klelman et al. (1^79) 
Chi Idren (Grade k) 
meaningful groups 

word groups 
adults 

prosodic cues atded 
parsing sicllls 



Ctofft (1980) 

children (Grades 3(4) 

pause okay« stti) rnvkes 
sense 

sentence constituents 

participants ^ 

no substantial dtf* 
ferences between 
reading groups 
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As Cioffi points out* these tasks can be approached with one of two 
strategies. In one strategy* individuals wilt look for syntactic and 
semantic Cues to guide their marking of intrasentence units. That is» 
they wi 1 1 use inC^^itions of structural units and mark bounda:'ies that 
milntair the integrity of these units. An approach of this kind was 
encouraged by instructions asking children to look for "meaningful groups 
of %^rds** (Kleiman et al.» 1979)* On the other hand* tasks in which 
children are asked to make pause acceptability Judgments invite a strategy 
of using prosodic information or an auditory sense of %hat rounds right/* 

Since the purpose of these tasks is to reveal children's sensitivity 
to constituent structure (which presumably corresponds to the encoriii^o 
unit of comprehension)^ a task focusing on intuitions of syntactic Struct- 
ure would seem to be the f^st direct method of probing such abilities. 
However* this taste is more difficult to explain to children than one / 
based on prosodic cues. Cioffi's approach seems to be a good compromise. 
Ke astced children to took for location* where It was okay to pause and 
the sentence would still make sense. Jlince this procedure makes an 
appeal to both prosodic character! s ti c!^ of sentences ("okay to pause'*) 
and syntactic-semantic structure (it stiU **makes sense**)» the children 
may use either strategy or both. Anecdotal reports in Cioffi*s study 
indicated that this was i'^^deed what the children did. It may, In fact, 
be possible to combine possible instructions to children in even nore 
expl f c I t ways. 

Vali(Jiity uf Parsing Tas ks Based on Paubal Judc^^^'^t^ 

Because pausing phenomena are more accessible tnan syntactic 
intuitions and more easily defined behavioral terms, pau^a* jufiMr-r-its 
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have been used as the basis for inost parsing tasks. It would be 
worthwhile to consider the validity of peusal judgments as indicators of 
children's knowledge of structure in sentences. Clearly there are 
instances in which pause acceptability judgments fail to reveal the 
parsing skills that children must indeed possess. For example^ in the 
Mason and Kendall {l978) study, neither good or poor readers performed 
v^ll on the task. However, good readers must have a good (if tacit) 
knowledge of syntactic structure because parsing strategies are presumably 
a necessary adjunct to the text comprenension skills that these children 
demonstrate. This means that the parsing task failed to reveal their 
knowledge of sentence structure. 

Some of the reasons the poor results that are sometimes obtained 
in parsing tasks are procedural in nature. For example, the Mason and 
Kendall task did not seem to be supported with sufficient practice and 
explafiat ion» which is an important issue, as mentioned above. Children 
cannot be expected to perform a task ^hat they do not really understand. 

A second problem relating to procedures is that participants were 
directed to mark places in the text where they would pause if they read 
the text out loud (not Just where it would be acceptable). This is prob* 
ably too stringent a requirement if pausal judgments are to be used as 
an indirect reflection of the perception of constituent boundaries in 
sentences. Although speakers do frequently pause at constituent boundaries 
within sentences (Goldman-^Eisler, 1968), the relat ion between pausing 
and structure is not absolute but only a cor;elatlon that is not always 
reliable (Larkey, 1979; Cio^'fi, 1980). Perhaps one reason for this is 
that pausing may be used for other purposes than that of marking or 
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enhancing the packaging of Sentences^ functions Such as emphasis and 
focus. In addition^ information blocking (which may be marked by pauses 
and intonation changes) Is dependent on the speaker's estimation of the 
density of new information being Conveyed (Grimes^ 197S)* Thus^ there 
are probably few instances |n which the relat^ion between pausing and 
structure is absolutely predictive. 

Host studies of pausing phenomena as measures of structural units 
are based on the idea that pausing is at least acceptable at constituent 
boundaries. That is» when pauses occur in speech perceived to be fluent^ 
they generally do not disrupt the temporal and prosodic integrity of 
constituent units (Clark t Clark, 1977), Tasks that attempt to elicit 
Such judgments seem to be more reliable than those that focus on un- 
st ructured performance. 

If pauses are acceptable at constituent units» what type of units 
are important? Are they clauses, phrases, or constituents within phrases? 
The following discussion addresses these questions and their relation 
to the purpose of parsing tasks. These questions are pursued by looking 
first at some brief examples of analytic or intuitive models of text 
parsing &nd then coirparing these models with children's group judgments 
of pausat units in Cioffi*s study. 

The Structure of Pausal Units 

Sentences can be analytically divided into i ncresfi i ng ly refined 
constituent units. Eventually each word is a constituent of some higher- 
level unit. The question addressed here is: At what point do constituents 
become sufficiently complex and integrated to become important as units 
in processing? In othe" words, w^at level of text parsing ts important 
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and how does it relate to pausing judgments? As a startint^ poinc, it 
can be hypothesized that a **chunk** corresponds to a major syntactic unit. 
Such units might be defined as ones that are not contained within the 
boundaries of any other constituent except for the sentence as a whole. 
For example, a sentence used in the weI1*known click experiments of 
Fodor and Bever (T965) is shown below, with diagrammfnc; in labeled 
brackets to indicate the constituent structure, 

(11) [ [ That t t he J [was happy ] ] ] [ was ( evident [ fron 
S1NP1 S2 NP2 VP2 VP2 S2 NP1 VP) ADJ PP 

I [ the way ) [ he smiled 1 1 ] 1 1 ] 
NP3 S3 ^ S3 NP3 PP ADJ VP1 Si 

Fodor and Bever found that perceptions of sentence interruptions (locus 
of clicks) migrated to the major syntactic boundary, which Is siown 
above by the arrow* This boundary occurs between the co'^^plex subject 
noun phrase and the verb phrase* units that are not errbcdded v-ithin 
any other intrasentence constituent. Other structures fitting this de- 
finition of major constituents ^-^ould be sentence adverblals anc subordinate 
clauses. Such examples seem to be the clearest cases of constituent 
boundaries that are also the most likely to be marked by pauses or by 
other prosodic phenomena. 

However, other examples show that the parsing of sentence?, may 
rt'Sult in unit$ that do not cor^e^ipond to major constituent bot»ndarics 
in this ser^se. For example* a sentence used in the study conducted by 
Graf and Torrey (1S66) Is shonn belo>'A Graf and Torrey arranoed sentences 
in me^an'ingful phrases, an example of wh»ch *^ u^rd here as a <-Trmd;)^d for 
comparison with re5pOf>ses gtven by children in tht* paj^»at judv, ni tc.^ - 
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(12) [ [ During World War 1 1 I 
SI ADV ADV 

(13) [ even fantastic schemes! 

(I't) [ received consideration I 

VPI vpr 

(15) [ if they I gave promise 

52 VP2 

(16) [ of shortening the conflict 1111 

53 S3 VP2 S2 SI 

The first three phrases correspond to the type of constituents 
discussed Aboy/e\ that is^ they are major syntactic constituents. Lines 
(1^) and (16)^ however^ spUt the subordinate clause (a major constituent) 
into two snaTler u^its. This parsing is determined primarily by length 
(the whole clause is too long). As a result^ line (15) is not a whole 
constituent. It contains the subject^ verb^ and object head*noun. The 
embedded clause (l6) is parsed as a separate constituent. Note also that 
the Subject noun the^ is not separated from the verb phrase^ again because 
of length considerations. In general^ the parsing seems to be sensitive 
to '^Kree factors: I) number of propositions expressed^ 2) major constituent 
structure* and 3) subordination structure. 

The judgments of pausing acceptability observed by Cioffi show a 
number of striking similarities to the parsing shown above. In the 
examples that follow, the sentence constituents identified by the Good 
Comprehendcrs in his study are written on separate lines, 

(17) [ [ This morning ] 

S ADV ADV 

(18) [ Kim 1 [ I was sitting in the forward cabin 1 
rp NP VP VPI VPI 
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{)9) [ and watching the Earth 

VP 2 

(20) [ through the cabin window ) ] ] ] 
PP PP VP2 VP S 

The second verb phrase ("and watching the Earth through the cabin window") 

has been divided into two units^ probably because it is too long (three 

propositions). These two units are not major const! tuents» but they 

maintain the integrity of the verb and object noun phrase (line 19) and 

the prepositional phrase (20), On the other hand, the subject noun 

phrase of the main clause ("Kirh**) is not separated from the verb phrase. 

Again, this seems to be because of lengtti; The single noun is too short 

and does not express a proposition. In a)! cases^ an interaction beti^een 

i^ord length (probably proposi t ional density) and structure seems to guide 

the assignment of pausal boundaries. 

Another example shows some of the same features, 

(21) [ [ The Kawai ian Islands } 
SI NPl NPl 

(22) [ were formed by lava 
VPl 

(23) t slowly flowing from the craters 
S2 

(2^4) [ of volcanoes [ on the ocean floor J J ] J ] 
pp PP PP PP S2 VPl SI 

This example contains a long, complex verb phrase whose pausal junctures 

divide it into units reflecting the subordinate structure of the sentence* 

This IS shov^n particularly by units (22) and (23)^ each of which contains 

a verb and a head noun dominating the invnedtate lower level of structure. 

The examples discussed above show that pausal judgments agree 

fairly vyell vnth some adult niodels of sentence parsing^ The units do 
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not necessarily coincide with major constituent boundaries. Instead, 
parsing structure is sensitive to an interaction between (0 number of 
propositions expressed (I to 3 propositions per chunk) » (2) constituent 
structure* and (3) subordination. 

On the sentence levels parsings tend to divide the sentence into 
clauso) and adverbia) units» giving main clauses, sentence adverbs, sub- 
ordinate clauses^ and coordinate sentences (e.g,, ''This morning/Kim was 
Sitting tn the forward cabin/and watching , , As the number of 

propositions increases within clauses* subject noun phrases and prepo* 
sitional phrases may become separable units ("Big pteceS of rock/are 
thrown from the volcano/. * but parsings usually retain the integrity 

of the relation between the v< b and object noun phrase. Within phrases^' 
con>pIexIty is built by post-nominal qualifiers such as prepositional phrases 
an^ relative clauses. The parsing structure usually separates the head 
noun fron the subordinate gualJfiers (" , . , were fdrmcJ by lava/s Io'.^l y 
fIo\*/!ng from tne craters/or volcanoes. . .'0* 

Although the units defined by children's pausal judgments seer, to 
agree fairly well with adult intuit:ons of parsing structure, it is not 
clear that such units give a description of the optional "chunks*' for 
processing by poor readers. Critical factors in the selection of an 
optimal unit appear to be (1) whether information is new or old, 3nd (2) 
the number of propositions expressed (whrch is correlated with the 
number of words). Furthe/ research should be^directed to the problen of 
sp^ctfyifig these characteristics more accurately-. 
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This paper examined methods of eliciting child judgments about 
the segmentation of sentences into meaningful units. The most effective 
methods reWed on judgments of acceptable pause placement, but encouraged 
readers to attend to both prosodic and semantic cues. All pars(n9 jud^me^nt 
tasks require considerable practice, probably in a setting with small 
groups of children. Judgments of pau:^e placement dc/ not show any 
Substantial differences between 1} children and adults, and 2) good 
comprehenders and skilled decoders. The units identified by children's 
pausat judgments (or by adult models of text parsing) are not always 
major syntactic constituents such as noun phrases and verb phrases. 
Purely syntactic criteria are necessary but not adequate to account for 
the placement of pausat or phrasal junctures. A number of semantic 
factors interact with syntax as determinants of int rasentence units, 
including I) number of propositions expressed, and 2} whether informa- 
tion is T\e^ or old. Specification of an optiiial processing unit awaits 
further clarification of these and other factors affecting sentence 
percept ion . 
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READING COMPREHENSION: DEFINITIONS AND INSTRUCTIONAL METHODS 
Odvid Snow 

ABSTRACT 

Ar> examination of reading subskills shc^s that most comprehension 
skills reflect children's '*verba1 reasoning** abilities* Classroom 
techniques are presented for teaching these higher-level comprehension 
skills* The techniques feature comprehension guides ai.J structured 
classroom interactions that show children how to understand Implicit 
text information such as inferences^ conclusions^ or the main idea* 
The suggested activities^ which can be adapted to instruction in con* 
tent. areas» involve a step^by^step sequence of exercises that permit 
students to experience reading as an active "thinking process**' 



REAOIKG COHPAEHEKSION: DEFINITIONS ANO INSTRUCTIONAL METHODS 
Oivid Snow 

This paper surnmarizes the majdr Ideas from two sources tr>. the area 
of reading comprehens icn instruction. With a focus on classroom appUca- 
tions and methods^ these two sources offer potential contributions to ^ 
the improvement of reading comprehension* part I sumnarUes the conclusions 
of Rosenshine (1977) » who provides a good intro<JuctIon to the study of 
classroom practices by examining the various skills that are widely 
believed to underlie successful reading comprehension* His review 
supports the conclusion that the skills that typically form the basis 
of Instruction and assessment In reading comprehension (I*e*» be>ond 
%tford attack skills) are Interrelated aspects of a single^ global skilU 
which can be described as "verbal reasoning.*' 

The description of reading comprehensi^ as a reasoning activity is 
consistent with a recent cognitive trend In reading research in which 
reading is viewed as a tyM of inferential problem-solving task» requiring 
an active^ purposeful » s^lf-checktng engagement of the reader's attention* 
tn accordance with this view (with Its emphasis on the cognitive orientation 
of the reader}^ researchers have ascribed poor reading con4>rehenslon to 
the reader's use of deficient strategies for deriving and constructing 
meaning from text (GolEnkoff^ 1975*1976; Me'Chenbaum» 1976; Ryen« 1979)* 
Deficient strategies^ for example^ are often characterized as passive^ 
excessively focused on details^ and having the limited goal of "saying 
all the words right'* (Hyers C Paris> 1978; Ryan, 1979). The Importance 
of effective cognitive strategies in reading has been expressed- most 
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clearly tr> studies of ch!ldrer>*s *'meUcogr>Itive** (Brown* |977) and 
'^netacoinr eher>s!on** skills (Baker t 5teir>» 1978; Harkman* 1977)* These 
terms refer to readers* awareness of (and thereby control over) the 
goal*dIrected» cognitive processes used In reading* Including the ability 
to monitor the comprehension process such that readers know ^^ther or 
not they have understood the text* Metacognltlve skills such as these 
are currently believed to ^ crucial prerequisites for the hlgher*level 
thinking activity Implied by reading* 

An important practical tmpllcation of metacognttlve studies Is that 
student's reading comprehension skills can be Improved by Instruction 
designed to Increase (I) thetr awareness of the goals* purpose* and 
nature of reading (e*g** that reading Is more than a word*translatton 
task)» and (2) their ability to monitor their reading comprehension* 
Accordingly* the recent literature on reading comprehension reflects 
an interest In devising techniques for teaching metacognltlve skills in 
an instructional setting (e.g*» see Brown* 1978; Ryan* 1979)* Perhaps 
the most typical Instructional strategy Involves cognitive behavior 
modification using self*InstructIonal training (e*g** Helchenbaum £ 
Asarnow* 1978). In this type of traS«^Ing* children are taught to use 
structured self*dialogues as a means of guiding their reading strategies 
and ensuring adequate comprehension monitoring* 

An alternative approach to comprehension training is presented In 
fart M of this paper* which summarizes (terber's (|978) classroom technique 
using "comprehension guides." Although the techniques described by 
Herber are not derived from metacognltlve studies^ they share <n Important 
goal with the metacognltlve approach: Improving children's reading 
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ccmprehenslon by enhancing thetr awareness of reading as a '^thinking 
procass.'* Using a more tntutttve and heuristic dpproAch ttian s«lf- - - - 
Instructional training^ classroom Instruction with comprehensfon guides 
seeks to Improve children* s metacognltl ve knowledge of reading by helping 
them to experience reading as an active^ probtenrsolvlng activity. The 
covnprehenslon guides constitute a facilltatlve technique for helping 
students 9*tn experiences In successful reading coii4)rehension-*experlences 
that they will be able to generalize to post-training reading tasks. 
Since this technique does not rely on complex self^dlalogues (which 
children my have difficulty using spontaneously) » the effects of training 
may show better ^'transfer** than skills learned In self 'instruct ional 
training. 
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Part I 

ftaadif>9 Comprehension Skills 

Reading speciaUsts seem to agree that reading comprehension involves 
about seven basic skills: 

• Understanding words In context 

• locating details In the text 

a Recognizing the sequence of events 

a Identifying cause and affact relationships 

a Comparfng and contrasting 

a Recognizing the main Idea 

a Drawing Inferences from the text 
Rosenshine (t^77) reviewed studies of these comprehension subski lis and 
addressed the following questions: {l) Are these separate skills or 
aspects of a single skill? (2) 1^ there a hierarchical learning sequence 
associated with them? (3) Are t^ese skills taught In a hterarchtcai manner 
In the standard basal reading series used most widely In the schools? 

Correlational studies relevant to the first two questions (DavlSt I968» 
1972; Spearritt, 1972; Thorndike, 1973) indicate that cofi^>rehe^sion sub- 
sktlts are not ge^terally Identifiable as separate skills. Nor Is there any 
evidence that they are learned lr> a hierarchical manner (l.e.» with one 
prerequisite to another). An exception to this general finding Is vocabu* 
lary (understanding words In context)^ which was best identified as a 
separate skill In all three studies cited ^bo/e. The clearest distinction 
between the other skills Is a generalized differentiation between (I) under* 
standing explicit material In the text» and (2) making Inferences. This 
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*^expnctt:{fl^ltclt'' dichotomy corresponds to Carver's (1973) 

useful distinction between reading and reasoning . "Reading" Involves 

" - - t_ 

mrd recognition sklMs and undefstandTft^r^xpHcft s«ntenc».rU relations. 

"Reasoning*' refers to the ability to combine meaning across sentences* 

Including Inferences and conclusions. Thus» most of the skills that are 

used to define reading coniprehenston measure verbal reasoning or "inferential 

comprehension" (ctymer» I96B). 

Rosenshlne (1977) also reviewed some of the most popular basal 
reading series and found that these various skills are not taught In a 
hierarchical manner. As a result of the findings of this review, some 
research questions are proposed concerning how the subskills of reading 
comprehension should be taught, including: (t) What are the instructional 
consequences* if any, of teaching comprehension skills in different 
sequences? and (2) Does instruction in one skill influence learning in 
other skills? 

Further attention also needs to be given to the distinction between 
reading and veri>a) reasoning. Skills In these areas might require 
different approaches in both instruction and assessment. 
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Part II 



CI*$$roo<n Instruction Using Comprehension Guides 

Herber 0978) presents a straUg^ fo .„ 
that Is centered around the use of structured guides {"comprehension guides") 
to the target content of texts children are expected to read. Instruction 
using comprehension guides is Intended for comprehenston training in 
content*area classrooms* that !s» trfiere the focus Is on comprehending (and 
learning from) written material in social studies, science, and math. 
This type of Instruction Is appropriate {or adaptable) for classroom settings 
ranging from the upper elementary grades through high school. In contrast 
to traditional methods of comprehension Instruction (asking questions about 
the text}, the purpose of comprehension guides is to initially simulatt. 
the comprehension experience by showing students (t) what comprehension 
entails^ and (2) how to understand the written material they encounter. The 
overall goal Is to provide children with experience and practice In reading 
comprehension as an activity In thinking. 

Comprehension guides are prepared by the teacher, who determines what 
information (Including Inferences^ conclusions^ etc.) the children 
should understand and learn from a given text. Thts target information 
Is written as a series of declarative statements that collectively 
constitute the comprehension guide. The children's task consists of 
finding evidence from the text to either support or reject the statements 
In the cdcnprehenslon guide. The comprehension guide serves to simplify 
and structure the comprehension process In two *«ys. Firsts \t establishes 
a purpose for reading: The children know exactly what kinds o7 Information 
they will be looking for In t^* text. Second^ the activity does not require 



44 



students initially to construct or reconstruct the content of the text* The 
task Is only to locate evidence for or against the statements of target 
content that are provided in the guide* The experience of verifying or 
.rejecting statements by locating evidence in the text serves In effect 
to simulate the comprehension experience* Once this experience is simulated 
In a structured and supportive type of instruction* it provides a pattern 
for children to follow {r> subsequent reading experiences (Herber s Nelson* 
1975). - 

Levels of Comprehension 

The statements In the comprehension guide are Intended to address 
different levels of comprehension relative to the text* These refer to 
comprehension of Information at different levels of the text structure* 
The three levels of ;^iiprehetk$ion discussed in Herber (1978) are as 
follows: 

I 

• Literal : information explicity stated in the text* that is> 
what the author said* This is essentially sentence- level 
information. 

• Interpretive : information pertaining to what the author meant, 
as induced from connections across literal level statements. 
This information takes the form of inferences and conclusions* 

• Applied : synthesis of the author^s Ideas with the reader's own 
ideas and experiences, giving rise to larger principles and 
generalizations* 

The first of these levels (Literal) represents reading In the sense discussed 
by Rosenshine (1977) white the other two represent verbal reasoning * The 
comprehension guide begins with statements at the literal level and concludes 
with statements at the applied level* 
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Sequence of Instruction 

The traditional method of teaching comprehension Involves asking 
questions^ either before or after reading. For example^ comprehension 
instruction In elementary school reading texts consists almost entirely 
of questions (Rosenshine^ 1977) with little or no explicit teaching 
about what corr^rehension entails. Berber (1978) points out» however^ 
that questions presuppose that the learner already knows how to comprehend 
the material. Thus» questions are not effective as aids in teaching 
comprehension; they only reinforce comprehension skills that the reader 
has already acquired. Comprehension guides provide an alternative to 
the use of questions for students who can benefit by first learning how 
to comprehend the materia! they encounter. Exercises using questions 
are appropriate in later stages of the instructional sequence^ which 
are intended to encourage generalization of skills and transfer. 

As described above» the instruction sequence using comprehension 
guides begins by providing a sln^Hfled and supportive context for facill*^ 
tating an experience of the comprehension process. The Initial task Is 
to recognize evidence from the text that supports statements presented 
In the comprehension guide. After considerable practice with this 
prerequisite recognition experience^ stud^ents are ready for less structured 
activities that gi'^duatly ^nift the problem-solving Initiative from the 
teacher to the learner. For exainple^ u^ing skills acquired In the Initial 
'recognition activities^ students next respond to questions about the 
content of target text material and eventually practice formulating com^ 
prehension statements by themselves. This Instructional sequenc , which 
progresses f/om simpler to nx>re demanding activities, permits students to 



ERIC 



^6 



gradually transfer comprehension skills to new reading experiences in a 

manner that ts ultimately independent from the tnittal comprehipnsion 

guides* The instructional sequence Is based on the idea that recognition 

Is easier than production and therefore provides a more facitltative 

learning activity* Suggested steps In the overall program include 

practice using comprehension guides in the following sequence of forms: 

I* Oeclarative statements* with references to locations In the text 
where supporting Information can be found* 

2* Declarative statements* without references* 

3* (Questions* with references to locations In the text where 
Information supporting answers can be found* 

4* Questions* without references* 

5* (Questions that students formulate* and answer* 

6* 5tudent*produced staten^nts (e*9*> a summary) of the content 
of material they have read* 

Similar procedures can be used to help students be more aware of the 
logical structure of text, for example* how Ideas are expressed by com- 
paring and contrasting, by showing cause and effect relationships, etc* 

Discussion 

Procedures using comprehension guides have not been validated 

experimentally. Instead, they have evolved out of classroom experience 

which Indicates, according to Herber. that they are very effective as a 

heuristic strategy for teaching comprehension skills* Although these 

procedures are not exPerlmentally*based» a nimber of research results in 

reading comprehension appear to support the basic approach* Including: 

• Young readers appear to have difficulty with hlgher-^level 

aspects of the text beyond the literal level* that Is* drawing 
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tnfc^^nces (e.g.* Parts t Uptor>» I976}» surnmarlzlng (Otto» 
Barrett, t Koenke, I969), or identifying the structural importance 
cf ideas (Saker S Stein, 1978; Srown & Smiley. 1977; Swi ley et al., 
i977). Comprehension guides permit direct experience In compre* 
henslon at these levels. 

One of the most Important prerequisites of good reading comprehension 
appears to be metacomprehenslon skills (Brown & Smiley, 1977; Harkman 
1977; Ryan. 1979) whereby readers know when they don't under- 
stand the text adequately. Practice with comprehension guides is 
aimed at Improving students* ability to monitor comprehension by 
facIHtatIng techniques that allow them to experience the compre* 
henslon process. By experiencing comprehension, students learn 
what to monitor. 

The facilitating techniques used In comprehension guides are based 
on the notion that recognition Is easier than production. The claim 
that recognition practice provides a good learning context Is sup* 
ported by Brown 0 975)f who found that Is was easier for children 
to recognize the sequence of stories than to reconstruct them from 
reordered sequences and that reconstruction in turn was easier than 
free recal I • 

Conprehenslon skills for expository prose appear to develop later 
than those for narratives (Oanner. I97M- This supports the focus 
on expository material, which is the target of comprehension training 
using the comprehension guide approach. 

The most fundamental problem In reading comprehension Instruction is 
that of transfer (Brown & Campione. 1977; Heichenbaum S Asarnow* 1976; 
Ryan. 1979)* That is. most poor comprehenders can usually 
learn to rehearse Instructions, monitor their comprehension strate* 
gles» and apply other metacognttlve **executlve** skills In the context 
of specific training sessions, but they seldom adopt these strategies 
spontaneously In post^tralnlng reading experiences^ The approach 
using comprehension guides addresses the problem of transfer by a 
sequence of Instructional steps that makes a gradual step*by*step 
transition from Initial. Intuitive learning e)(perlences to less* 
structured activities In which students apply their metacognltlve 
knowledge about reading more Independently. 
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